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BeforeSTEELE, Chief Justice]JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 17" day of January 2012, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On December 6, 2011, the Court received Micklkk notice
of appeal from a Superior Court order, dated Nowvamh 2004, denying
his motion for modification of sentence. Pursuanfupreme Court Rule 6,
a timely notice of appeal should have been filedbomefore December 6,
2004.

(2) The Clerk issued a notice pursuant to SupreroartCRule

29(b) directing Hill to show cause why the appéalidd not be dismissed as

L Hill asserts in his notice of appeal that the ordeing appealed is dated November 4,
2011. The order he attached to the notice of dppesvever, is dated November 4,
2004.



untimely filed” Hill filed a response to the notice to show cawuse
December 19, 2011. He asserts that his appealdshot be deemed late
because the Superior Court sent him two differerttexs—one dated
November 5, 2011 and one dated November 8, 2014 cddtends that his
appeal should be deemed timely as to both of theke's.

(3) The State has filed an answer in oppositioritbs response.
The State contends that Hill is simply mistakemoathe date of the Superior
Court’s order denying his latest motion for cor@ctof sentence. The State
asserts, and the Superior Court docket reflectd, Hhll filed a motion for
correction of illegal sentence on June 2, 2011e $hperior Court denied
that motion on October 31, 2011. There are norsritethe Superior Court
docket dated November 5, 2011 or November 8, 20Ile State argues
that, to the extent Hill is attempting to appeainfr the Superior Court’s
October 31 order, the appeal should be dismissedulse Hill failed to file
it within the 30 day limitations period.

(4) We agree. Time is a jurisdictional requirentenA notice of
appeal must be received by the Office of the Ctdrkhis Court within the

applicable time period in order to be effectivé\n appellant’s pro se status

’Del. Supr. Ct. R. 6(a)(ii).
3Carr v. Sate, 554 A.2d 778, 779 (Del Jert. denied, 493 U.S. 829 (1989).
“Del. Supr. Ct. R. 10(a).



does not excuse a failure to comply strictly withe tjurisdictional
requirements of Supreme Court Rulé &Jnless Hill can demonstrate that
the failure to file a timely notice of appeal igréutable to court-related
personnel, his appeal cannot be consid&red.

(5) There is nothing in this case to reflect thdt$Huntimely filing
Is attributable to the actions of court personn&tcordingly, this case does
not fall within the exception to the general rulatt mandates the timely
filing of a notice of appeal. Thus, the Court dodes that the within appeal
must be dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to SupreDoairt

Rule 29(b), that the within appeal is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice

SCarr v. State, 554 A.2d at 779.
®Bey v. Sate, 402 A.2d 362, 363 (Del. 1979).
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